Immigration Policy and Partisan Politics in the State Legislatures: 2010-2012
In 2010, the Arizona state legislature debated and ultimately passed a restrictive omnibus state-level immigration reform, widely referred to by the bill's Arizona Senate number, SB-1070. This legislation originated with the growing frustration within the Republican Party with the country's broken immigration system, in particular the large number of undocumented immigrants residing in the country, and with the stalemate on the issue that existed in Washington, D.C. The introduction and passage of SB-1070 helped produce a wave of similar legislation in a host of other states throughout the country, as primarily Republican legislative leaders and legislators utilized the legislation to burnish their conservative credentials on the hot-button issue of immigration while simultaneously sending a message to President Barack Obama and congressional Democrats (as well as to congressional Republicans) that they considered the current immigration status quo to be unacceptable.
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The public debate surrounding, and media coverage of, SB-1070 and its offspring in other states highlighted the Republican Party's increasing shift to the right on immigration policy. This shift, led for instance to the 2012 GOP presidential nominee (Mitt Romney) embracing, at least during the primary stage of the election process, the "attrition through enforcement" logic that undergirds SB-1070. 1 While Romney's advocacy of "self-deportation" during a Republican presidential debate may very well have helped him in his effort to obtain the party's presidential nomination, it certainly did him no favors with Hispanic voters, who cast ballots for his Democratic opponent at a higher rate than in recent presidential elections. In this paper we examine the dynamics surrounding the debate over restrictive omnibus immigration reform legislation in the state legislatures between 2010 and 2012. We pay particular attention to the partisan dynamics surrounding the legislation, underscoring the extent to which the debate over restrictive immigration reform at the state level was first 1 Highlighting the shift to the right in the GOP was the near-unanimous criticism received by conservative stalwart Rick Perry during a September 22, 2011 Republican presidential debate for his signing of legislation a decade earlier which allowed undocumented immigrants to pay in-state tuition at Texas colleges and universities. Here, we first provide details on the restrictive omnibus immigration reform legislation in eleven states on which either a legislative chamber or committee held a roll call vote. We then utilize the roll call vote data to analyze inter-party and intra-party differences in support for the legislation.
The Omnibus Immigration Legislation
The latter half of the first decade of the 21st century saw a noteworthy increase in efforts 
Statistical Analysis

Analysis Population
The analysis population for the second-stage of this study consists of the final-passage vote, or its closest approximation, which took place in a legislative chamber or committee on legislation classified by the NCSL as omnibus immigration legislation. A host of other votes in many of the legislative bodies which took place during the debate over the omnibus legislation were also examined, with results which do not differ substantively in most instances from the specific vote examined here for each legislative body. In all, a total of 18 votes from 18 legislative bodies (eight houses, eight senates, two house committees) which took place between 2010 and 2012 were examined, representing the totality of bodies where a recorded vote was held on restrictive omnibus immigration reform legislation in the U.S. state legislatures during this time frame. Table 2 provides a summary of the vote results in these 18 legislative bodies, indicating the proportion of the members of the Republican and Democratic delegations (and in three instances the single independent casting a vote) who cast a vote in favor of or opposed to restrictive omnibus reform legislation, along with those who were present for the vote but abstained. Two principal conclusions can be drawn from Table 2 .
Partisanship and Support for/Opposition to the Omnibus Legislation
First, the legislation was almost universally opposed by Republican legislators, with a mean of 96% voting in favor, 2% against, and 2% abstaining. In seven of the 18 bodies, every single Republican voted for the legislation, while only in two bodies (Arizona Senate, Indiana Senate) did the proportion in favor drop below 90%, and in one of these cases, the Arizona Senate, the sole two dissenters did not vote against the bill but rather abstained.
Second, while an overwhelming majority of Democrats opposed the legislation, a not insignificant number broke with the majority of the party to cast a vote in favor of the restrictive omnibus legislation along with their GOP colleagues. On average, 20% of Democrats voted for the legislation across the 18 bodies, ranging from a low of 0% in the Arizona House to a high of 70% in the Oklahoma House (the only body where an absolute majority of Democrats supported the restrictive omnibus legislation).
Intra-Party Dynamics and Support for/Opposition to the Omnibus Legislation
As Race/Ethnicity and Geography. analysis, albeit not shown in Table 4 for reasons of space. The binary logit analysis and post-estimation analysis displayed in Table 4 
Public Policy Implications
The most profound public policy impact of the state-level immigration reform legislation was not to alter the policy environment in the specific states (though this did occur to a certain extent). Rather, the legislation served to focus national attention on the topic of From a pure public policy perspective, the debate and controversy surrounding the restrictive immigration reform legislation in the state legislatures, combined with the subsequent injunctions issued by federal courts blocking much of the actual implementation of the ensuing laws, highlighted the reality that immigration reform is not an area of public policy that can be addressed by the individual states. Rather, only the federal government is endowed with the necessary constitutional power, nation-wide vision, and financial and logistical resources to develop and implement a broad and strategic immigration reform designed to fix the country's currently broken immigration system.
Conclusion
The Crime: Enhanced maximum criminal penalties may be levied when offenses are committed by undocumented immigrants.
Why It Failed:
• Democrats opposed the legislation.
• Republicans were divided, many because of opposition to the legislation by the Florida Chamber of Commerce, the Associated Industries of Florida, the agriculture industry and immigrants.
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• Senate Judiciary Chair Anitere Flores had already stripped out E-Verify from the stronger House version that passed the House and publically opposed an Arizonastyle immigration legislation.
• There were protests by students and immigrant groups.
• Gov. Rick Scott did not endorse the bills, though he supports immigration reform.
Sources
• http://www.sunshinestatenews.com/story/e-verify-bill-dying-slow-death-senate 
Georgia HB87
Introduced in late January, HB87 was signed five months later on May 13, 2011. It passed both chambers by large margins (H: 112-59, S: 37-19)
Law Enforcement: Law enforcement is authorized to verify a suspect's immigration status if the suspect cannot provide identification and probable cause exists to believe the suspect is guilty. Race, color or national origin may not be considered in implementing the law.
Employment: All contractors must include in their bids for publicly funded projects an affidavit attesting that the contractor and any subcontractor uses E-Verify. The state will conduct compliance audits on public employers with penalties for non-compliance.
Employers cannot claim deductible business expenses for wages paid to an employee in excess of $600 unless the employee has been approved to work in the U.S. using EVerify.
addition to an affidavit of lawful presence (for those 18 and over only).
Harbor/Transport/Rental: Persons transporting an undocumented immigrant while committing another crime may be charged with a misdemeanor. The same penalties exist for a person convicted of knowingly concealing, harboring, or shielding an illegal alien from detection; and for a person inducing an illegal alien to enter the state. Harbor/Transport/Rental: It is unlawful for a person to transport, conceal, or encourage undocumented immigrants to come to Kentucky.
Why It Failed:
• The immigration bill would cost the state $40 million a year.
• Large protests by immigrant communities.
• Sixty leading business executives signed a letter laying out the negative economic consequences of the anti-immigration campaign, such as canceled contracts, boycotts and a decline in tourism.
• The Kentucky Association of Chiefs of Police, the Kentucky Sheriff's Association and the Kentucky Magistrates and Commissioners Association all raised questions about the ultimate cost of the bill in terms of additional training, police manpower and the operations of already-strapped county jails.
• The House was controlled by Democrats and there was a Democratic governor.
Sources
• http://www.kentucky.com/2011/01/14/1597995/immigration-bill-would-coststate.html
• http://www.whas11.com/community/Protesters-rally-against-immigration-bill-atKy-Capitol-.html Law Enforcement: Law enforcement is authorized to verify the immigration status of specified persons. Officers who encounter and detain in the normal course of their duties required to inform the federal government as soon as possible. However, race, color or national origin cannot be used during implementation.
Why it Failed:
• Democrats control every branch of government in Maryland and actively opposed the legislation. Residents may sue the state or any subdivision for restricting the enforcement of federal immigration laws.
IDs: Willful failure to complete or carry an alien registration document is a crime.
Education: Requires public (K-12) schools to determine the immigration status of students.
Public Benefits: Prohibits undocumented immigrants from entering into business transactions with the state.
Employment: Employers are prohibited from hiring undocumented immigrants. All employers must use E-verify and keep records of employment verification for the duration of the employee's employment or 3 years whichever is longer.
Immigration Reimbursement Fund:
The state will reimburse localities for funds spent on local jails for the incarceration of certain undocumented immigrants.
Why It Failed:
• The Democrat who chaired the Senate Judiciary Committee refused to bring the bill up for consideration by the committee.
• The Mississippi Sheriffs' Association, Chiefs of Police, Municipal League and Association of Supervisors all urged lawmakers to oppose HB 488, calling it an "unfunded mandate" and highlighted problems enforcing the law as well as the cost to taxpayers.
• Mississippi farming groups also came out against HB 488, asking lawmakers to consider the impact of neighboring Alabama's immigration law. Since Alabama passed their immigration law (HB 56), the state has been subject to costly federal lawsuits, rotting crops, lost income and sales tax revenue, federal lawsuits and damage to local businesses
• Strong support in the African American and Latino communities to kill the bill. IDs: Willful failure to complete or carry an alien registration document is a crime.
Employment:
It is unlawful for undocumented immigrants to apply, solicit or perform work. All public employers required to use E-Verify, and specifically, public contractors may not employ undocumented immigrants.
Why It Failed:
• Republicans complained that the bill didn't target employers who hire undocumented workers and Democrats were of the position that immigration is a policy area that should be addressed only by the federal government.
• Legislators on both sides of the partisan aisle expressed concerns about its high implementation costs.
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• Business and faith leaders also spoke out forcefully against the bill, citing the likelihood it would harm the state's already-struggling economy.
Sources
• http://immigrationimpact.com/2011/05/20/more-states-toss-costly-immigrationlegislation-in-final-days-of-session-2/
• http://www.progressivestates.org/news/dispatch/states-continue-reject-broad-antiimmigrant-laws-concern-about-economic-effects-grows 
South Carolina SB20
Introduced January 11, 2011, the bill was signed by the governor on June 27, 2011.
Law enforcement:
If there is reasonable suspicion that a person who is stopped, detained, or arrested is an unlawfully in the United States, law enforcement is required to verify the person's immigration status. However, race, color or national origin may not be considered during implementation.
Employment:
It is unlawful for undocumented immigrants to knowingly apply, solicit or perform work. Public contractors may not knowingly employ undocumented immigrants, and they in addition to subcontractors are required to use E-Verify. After being hired, an employer has three days to check an employee's verification in E-verify.
Harbor/Transport/Rental: It is unlawful to transport, conceal, harbor, shield or enter into a rental agreement with an undocumented immigrant.
